A -93

State of New York

Department of Correctional Services

Building Number 2
Harmman Office Campus
Albany, New York 12226

HUB SYSTEM:

Profile of Inmate Population
Under Custody on January 1,2006

George E. Pataki
Governor

Gienn S. Goord
Commissioner




A-94

-l-«.

THE RUB SYSTEM: PROFILE OF INMATE POPULATION
UNDER cusTODY ON JANUARY 1,2006

Characteristics Category L'JI: ;gej r Range Across Habs
Custody

LowW I High
Gender Female 4.5% 0.0% 20.8%
Age Average Age 36.2 31.4 39.3
White 199% |  1L1% 28.0%
Race/Ethuic Status African-American 50.9% 47.7% 55.5%
Hispanic 27.9%. 221% | 33.9%
Region From New York City 55.3% |  38.6% 76.5%
Birthplace Forcign Bom 1i3% 7.9% 16.4%
| Miarital Statss——— —|—MNever Married 65:0% 565% F55%%
Livieg Children One or more living children 59.2% 468% 1 642%
' ~ Catholic 27.6% 212% | 320%
Religious Affiliation Protestant 30.3% 26.8% 34.1%
Istarn 138% | 113% |  115%
Veteran Status  Veteran 1.3% 4.7% 9.0%
Minimum Sentence g;’g;?;ﬁ";’:::; 106.2 52.8 154.7
Crime | Violent Felany 57.5% 413% | 75.0%
Second Felony Offender | econa FIORY 847%  343%  596%
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TEE 8UB SYSTEM: PROFILE OF INMATE POPULATION
UNDER CUSTODY ON JANUARY 1,2006

Elcohohc/Possilily alcohohe |

Total
Characteristics Category Under Range Across Huis
Custody .
Low High
Prior Adult Criminal Prior prison e 35.1% 26.9% 4 3%
Record _
" Time Served at Carrent Meclien time sewed N 2.0 6.3 2.0
Facility months i '
Time Served in Pepartment] Median 8me served in 258 17.1 74.2
Custody . months .
Time to Earliest Release Median time to release in 16.8 119 30.0
monihs
B} Test results at 8th grade level
253% 39.5%
Reading Level or betow for all imnates 34.4% ° °
. \&rified high school diploma . .
Academic Degree o above 5 1.4% 435.9% 63.0n
English Language Fluency | English dominant 91.4% 88.3% 94.1%
§ Reported substance abuse 71.9% 64.8% 78.5%
Substance ABH#SE (includesalcohol) _
—Alcoholism 39 6% Y.L A8 3%

i
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Section Three
PROGRAM RELEVANT CEARACTERISTICS

Reading Proficiency

The Irepartinent’s education program objective is to encourage every imnate to pass a high
school equivalency General Education Diploma (GED) test while incarcerated. Testing and
. education prograraming are ussd by the Department to track the academic level of inmates in
reading and mathernatics. In order to take the GED examination, the Department requires inmates
to take tests demonstrating at least a ninth grade level in reading and mathematics. Directive 4804
detailing Departtaental educational policy was revised on April 28, 2003, It increased the reading
level requirements for the GED exam from 8" grade to 9" grade. This directive requires most
inmates to be placed in sducational programming until reading levels are tested at the 9" prade
level. Effective.January 1,2005, a policy statemment was issued by Deputy Commissioner John I
‘Nuttall mandating GED preparation for all inmates.

For this report, data on reading proficiency and academic degree status were taken from a
data file compiled on January 14, 2006.. The number of cases on these educational tebles
(@¥F=62,731) is akmost the same as for earlier wsbles (e.g. 62,732 in Table 1). The datz ae
presented for total inmates for all examinations (Table 17.4), English language examinations
{Tabie 178} and Spanlsh language examinations (Table 1 7). Immates with reading lcvels m the 0
- 5% grade range require adult basic edneation (ABE) comrses. Jomates in the 6 — 8™ grade range
require sourse Work to improve their test scores before being eligible for the GED examinations.
Inmates in the 9 — 12™ grade category are eligibleto Cae the (3ED examinations, so their course
work helps them prepare for the GED exam. hmnates must score ninth grade level or above in
both reading and mrath before being eligible to take the GED exatrn.

Table 17A shows the reading level test results for all inmates. Of the 62,731 inmates
under gustedy on January {31 4oy

higher degree, and 29,340 (46.7%) were without acadermc degrees. NOL eligible to take a GED
exam were 12,556 mmates {20.0%) whose reading ability wes below the sixth grade level, and an
additional 9,062 inmates (14.4%) whose reading ability was between the 6™ grade and 8" grade
Jevel. These inmates require additional services in arder to qualify to take a GED exam.

The percent of inmates in each Hub whose reading ability level was eighth grade or below
i s presented in Figre 17. Sullivan Hub had the lowest percent of inmates reading below the ninih
grade level (25.3%). Watertown Hub had the highest percent of inmates reading below the ninth

gradelevel (39 .5%).

Table 17B shows the reading level test results for inmates taking English reading tats.

This group o f inmates was comprised of those with their highest test score on the English reading
test, those with no preference forSpanish or other languagesand ne language preference recorded.
Of these inmaies, 31,082 (533%) had a verified GED, high school diploma, ar higher degree. Of
the remaining 27,237 imates, 7,222 canread. & the minth grade level or above and are eligible to
take a GED examination. There were 18,898 mmmates reading below the ninth grade level and
reguired to take additional education courses to he eligible for'the GED examination. English
reading level results ranged fom 23.6% reading below ninth grade level. a& the Suflivan Hub to
36.1% at the Treat Meadow Hub.

RN
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Table 17C sbows the.reading level far the Spanish language dominant immates under
custody on January 14, 2006. OF the 4,462 Spanish language dominant immmates, 1,183 (26.5%)
bad a verified diploma from 2 high school or a degree beyond the high school level. .Of the
remaining 3.279 inmates, 500 could read in Spanish at a ainth grade level or above, and according
to Departmental policy, were eligible 1o take a Spanish language GED test. Table 17C shows that
there were 2,720 Spanish dominant inmates Who read below the ninth grade level and were
required additional education services to qualify to take a GED exam. Spanish reading level
results ranged from 42.8% reading below the ninth grade level at the Sullivan Hub fo 70.0% inthe

Watertown Huhb.

Figure 17
Reading Level: 8" Grade or Below.

B8O

{8 Torl B English B Spanish

o
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g Table 1 7A. Reading Level and Diploma Statns, by Hub and Faciliry;
Under Custody Population J amrary 14, 2006
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‘Fable 17B. Reading Level and Diploma Status, by Hub and Facility;
English Langua_ga Dominant; Under Custody Population ¥ anvary 14, 2006
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Table 17C. Reading Level and Diploma Status, by Hub and Facility;

Sipanish Language Dominant; Under Custody Population January 14, 2006
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Issues in Brief

~ The Front Line:

Building Programs
tha‘t Remgmze
Fam_iies?:-.ROE_e |

ENST|’¥“§JT£

WY490Yd ”S"N'o”lLdjs'&od a Nv_ SNIdNBLN'jS 31yl M

September 2004

MORE THAN 6oo,000 men and

women Will have prisonin zowg. |nmaking
the transition back to the corrmumity, many will
turn to their families—spouses, parents, sib-
lings, grandparents, and others—ior some kind
of assistance. These family members becorne
the “front fine” of reentry, providing former
inmates with erideal reaterial and emotional
support inctuding shelter, food dothing, leads
forjebs. and guidance instaying sober or avoid-
ing criminal bekavier This iS no myskery: fami-
lies typically are more personally invested in
andaffected hy positive outcornes for men and
women Coming home than are criminal justice
practitioners or those in the helping profes-
sions. Some 30 years Of research from other
fields suggests that Gxnily suppert can help
make ot break a successfultransition o
prison to cormrmmumity. But inpractice, eximinal
justice systems have only recentlykied to har-
ness the fmily's investment by engeging them
in the transition. SUCh engagement has been
encouraged Dy the fatherbood movementof the
199es, which incareaged both parental programe-
ming for men inprison and child support
orders when they leave: Even more recently.a
national focits on the issue Ofreentyy, the tenm
used to describe the transition fmm prison back
to the community, has put the role of Exmilies
inthe spotight.

Spurred by federal funding directed atreen-
try, mote and more jurisdicticns are experi-
meating with family-focused prograznming for
adults leaving prison. While we know Fromthe
research that some famifies succeed in provid-
ing the hecessary support on their own, we are
still learning both how they doitand how to
design programs M coacl and support families
who canrot do itali on teit own.

In this paper, we examine the trend towards
providing farmily-focused reentty programning
in prison and N the community, highlight ways
that jurisdictions can structure such efforts, and
address thie challenges Involved.

JusT | c EJ.'fi'
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This | papet, part of Vera's fssues in Brief series, ldoks at Pm]ect Gremixgm
and ather [nnovatiotis at:ross the nation te exp&ore how famriy mvohlement in_ .

cha%ienge, Why-Planning for Re!aase- Maiters ‘and Preventing.

Return Infiiative, 2 federally created partnerstiip betwes Vera and the

Institite o Domestic Vielenies in the African American Cmnmumty. he[ps
remplents of federal Serious and Viclent Offender Reentry imt:ame granﬁ'.
prevent and intervene in domestic vioterce as Amcan-ﬂmerlcan men

Wans aricE drug pn!zcy feforms

Dame! E W‘ihelm

leave prisan. F’or mare nformation contaa SRI s dnrector Lsr: Crowder at

‘Director, §tate Sentencingand Corrections Program
212-3763073,dwilhelm@vera.org, www.vera.org/ssi

The Positive impact

of Family involvement

The hypothesis that family engage-
ment can produce betta gutcomes at
reentry IS rooted M1 in biind hope,
but in lessons fram other fields. For
decades, researchers studying alce-
holism and sibstanee abuse noted the
Hntk between successful treatment and
positive farmily support, A recent jour-
nal article summarized tisresearch.
whick Shows that secial suppors firom
familyand friendsduring drug treat-
ment correlates to such positive out-
comes as increased coprumitment to
reatmernt, decreased arrest rates and
drug usage, and fewer relapses after
freaterient.? These Bndings sparked
such experinrental programs as La
Bodega de la Familia, developed by the
Vera Institute of Justice in 1996,

La Bodega de lz Familia focused on
the family's role at the overlzp of drug
treatment and criminal justice, Ia
Bodega, which has since become an
independentnonprofit under Family

Justiceinc., isaservice an N M York
City's Lower Eastside for families in
which one member is both on parote
or probationand a substanceabuser
Inaddition to providing advecsey and
24-hour crisisintervention services,
La Bodega provides weekly family and
individual counseling sessions under
the guidance of a family ease manager,
who also works closely with thedrug
user's parole or probation officer

An evaluation ofLa Bodega
showedthat aithough Bodega partid-
pants did not stay in drug treatinens
any longer thana comparison group,
the proportios of participants who
used iftegal substances declined sipnif-
icantly—from 8o percent upon entry
into the program to ¢2 percent six
months later. Inin-depth nterviews,
partiapants gaveconcrete examples
of how their families helped tem
through difficult periods, mbnimizing
relapse. They also reported striving
to retain the good opinion of their
families and feared losing that

supportif they resumed using
drugs.t

in the juvenile justice field.
research going back a ¢eatury has
recognizedthe fils  role in influ-
encing delinguency. This research
suggested that strengthening family
functioning and encouraging familal
involvement and monitoring of a
delinquent youttis behavior should
reduce delinquency and associated
behaviors such as substance abuse.s
A generation of programming along
these lines has proven that hypothesis:
programs such as Family Fupctional
Therapyand Multisystemic. Therapy,
amongothers, show marked reduc-
tionsin recidiviszn compared to tradi-
Henal treatment that focuses on the
childalones

In an area analogous to adult reentry
from prison, researchshows that the
positive adjustmentof military service-
men and women returning fromy active
duly (as mezsured by lower lavels of
Post Trawnmatic Stress Disorder) is
associated with pexceiving that their
families gave them a positive reception
when they retuzrned home.® Because
many factors can get in the way Of
suchfamitial support—thedifferent
experiences of the service member and
his faraily duringdeployment, the
fardily's independence during this fime,
and fears aboutinfdelity—the miitary
has offared formal and informal pro.
grams T service members ad their
farnilies (sually separately). These pro-
gramsgive both groups an epportunity
toacknowledge and think through the
adjustments that will be made upona
servicemeraber's return. They also
provide assistance when the service
menibers andfor their family members
experience distress affer the relwn.?

There is, too, some evidence of the
positiveimpact offamiiies foradulis
retiuning from prison, Research
eonducted N the 19705 and Bos
found modest differences in recidi-
vism rates between inmates who had
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significantcontact with people from
outside prison during their incarcera-
tion and those who had less or no
Contact. In one study, the greater
number of visits inmautes had, the
tower their recidivism rate. in another
study, inmates' participation in a
private family visiting program during
in —emtion was asseciated withlow
recidivism rates. None of the studies
identified why family ties during
imprisonmentseemed to make a
difference in recidivism?

More recently, Vera staff conducted
a study that tracked 4 men and
women. for one month after release
from New York State prisons and New
York City jails. Within twe days after
release, 40 of the 49 geople were
living with a relative, Spouse. or part-
nex. People whose families scered high
on standardized rzeasures of family
strength had greater success—defined
as having ajotb, avoiding legal activity
and drug use, making new friends,
and securing stable housing —than
people whose families did not score as
well, But theswongest predictor of
individualsuzceess was the perception
by the person released that his family
supported him,?

While this evidence pointed to
positive family supportas a factor in
Jowering recidivism for adults leaving
prison, research has revealed litte
abous why that supportworked and
even Jess about how to help foster it.
The findings, together with a national
focus on how to reintegrate people
leaving prison and jail back into their
horhe communities, have sparked the
creation of family-focused reentry
programs iNorder to discover, through
experirnentation, what Works. Vera's
Profect Greenlightis one such effort.

Project Greenlight

In zaez, Vera, in partnership with the
the New York State Departmentof
Correctional Services (DOCS)and the

Divislon of Parole. included family-
focused servicesin a prison-based
reentry pilot program calied Project
Greenlight, Greenlight participants
were adultmales, incarcerated fora
variety of offenses (somefor serious
and violent cximes}, who weze tans-
Ferred to a prison in New Yorlk City,
the Gueensboro Correctional Facility,
two months before their release. Vera
staff rairned Parole's institutional
officers and DOCS counselors to be
reentry case managers who helped the
menprepare individual plans to use as
a guide on parole after release
Participants also attended mardatory
workshopson jobreaadiness, practical
skills, and cognitive-behavioral tools,
Participants could elm to receive
services from an or-site job developer,
afamily counselor, and a commniunity
coordinator whose responsibilities
included housing assistarice,

Tire Gieendight Family
Reintegration Program. project
Greenlight pianners included pro.
gramming for purticipants with their
families because of the immense rola
family was likely to play in the experi-
ence of reeniry-a role that could be
very supportive, bur couldalso be a
source Of Stress. The prograrm focused
both on exploring ways that family
raemtbers could supportthe perron
coming home and on helping them
anticipate and, if possible, resolve
problems that might otherwise surface
after they were together in the
community.

At origtation a Emily counselor
described the program and invited the
men to meetwith him if they thought
they weuld like to participatewith
their farnilies. Of the 349 Greenkight
participants,xos met at least ence with
the fanily counselor. MoSE agreed to
invite their family members or asked
the familycounselar to invite family
memberg, which he dideither by
telephoneer home visit. Fifty prison-

ersand their families attended family
reintegration sessions. Although
Greenlight participants ranged in age
from fute teens toearly 6os, thaw in
family sessions tended to be in their
208 and 3os. MOSt were Aftican-
American and Latino: most family
members were WOmen.

Greenlight offered three types of
sessions: a couplesgroup focused on
the prisoner's relationshipwith his
significantothex; a co-parents group
focused on the prisoner’s relationship
with his children; and 2 group cailed
family of origir’ focused on thepris-
oney's relationship with kig parents,
siblings, and any extended and infor-
mal family. The latter couldinclude
anyone close to the inrmate who he
anticipated would play a supportive
role in his reintegration:” Each type
ofsessionwas held once a week far
four successive weeks,

Sessionswere held during the
evening in the frst-floor cafeteria at
Queensboro, One full-time and one
part-time staff person, who had
received training in family systems
and family counseling, led the ses-
sions for up to five prisonersand their
families.”

After the pilot period. DOCS and
Parcle institutionalized most of the
elements Of Greentight at Queensboro,
trut because they did not have staff
tained iNfamily counseling and Wil
ing towork in theevenings, the family
reintegration sessions within the facil-
ity ended. Tnstead, the fadlity has
engaged a nonprofit to invite retusning
prisoers and their familiesto partici-
pate in sessionsin the cornmunity
after release*

_ We describe the Greenlight family
program sirmply to Hlustrate one way
of doing such work; every jurisdiction
i sunigue, But during Greenlight's
planning and pilot period, we experi-
enced many of the choices and chal-
lenges involyed in designing and
implementinga reentry program that
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‘Special Report

Incarcerated Prts

and Their Children

By Christopher J. Mumola
BJS Policy Analyst

In 1999 State and Federal prisons held
an estimated 721,500 parents of minor
children. A majority of State (55%) and
Federal (63%) prisoners reported
having a child under the age 0f 78.
Forty-six percent of the parents
reported livingwith their children prior
to admission. As a result, there were
anestimaled 336,300 .5, households
with minor children affected by the
imprisonment of a resident parent.

Parents held in U.S prisons had an
estimated 7,498,800 minor children in
1999, an increase of over 530,000
since 1981. Of the Nation's 72 million
minor children, 21% had a parentir:
State or Federal prisonin 1899.

A majority of parents in State prison
were violent offenders (44%) or drug
traffickers (13%), and 77% had a prior
conviction. Nearly 60% of parentsin
State prison reported using drugs in
the month before thsir affense, and
25% reported a history of alcohol
dependence. About 14% o parents
reported a mentaliliness, and 70% did
not have a high school diploma.

This reportis the latest in a series
based onthe 1997 Survey of Inmates
in State and Federal Correctional
Facilities. Other BJS Special Reports
inthis series have addressed sub-
stance abuse and treatment. mental
health. women andjuvenile offenden,
and inmates' militafy service.

_ Hwhlwhte

1n 1999 an estimated 721.50!} State and Federai prisoners weare parents
» 1498800 children under age 18

Pergent of prisonars, 1987,
tate Federal

listor children

ny 55.4% £3.0%
H 238 %&1 g

2 15.8 .

3 of more 158 20.5
lone 44.5% 37.0%
stimated

umber of minor

fildren, 1999 1,324,800 173,500

'rfor to admission, less than half of the parents in State prison reported
% of fathers, 64% of mothers

iving with their children — 44

Perceni of State inmate
parents, 1007

Male

Jdvesd with children

wior o admission 43,8% 1 3%
surrent caregiver”

Chilt's other parent 89.6% 28.0%
Chiid's grandparent 133 52.9
Other relative 49 25.7
Foster home/agency 18 [t X
Friondsfother 49 104

Sume prisoners had children b different homes,

Nearly 2 in 3 State prisoners reported at least monthly contact with their
children by phone, mail, ar personal visits

Percent of siate smate
parens reporting monthly
comtact with thels childeen,
1987

| Type of contact Male Female
Aoy 62.9% 78.4%
Fhone 42.0%
6%
(P 49.9 gg-g ’
Visits 210 2.

August 2000, NCJ 182335

= Since 1881 the number of minor
children with a parentin State or
Federal prison rose by over 500,000;
from 836,500 to 2,498,800 in 1999.

+ The percentage of State and
Federal prisoners with minor children
(56%) changeditlie since 1991 (57%),

¢ 229% of all minor children with a
p%rent in prisonwere under 5 years
old.

About 46% of parentsin prisonlived
with their children prior to admission.

v About 80% in State prison

T " ono of their children
now livedwith their mother: 28% of

mothers said the father was the child's
current caregiver.

» 10% of mothers and 2% of fathers
in State prison reporteda child now

living in a foster home or agency.

* 40% of fathers and 66% of mothers
inState prison reportedwaekly contac
with their children.

* A majority of both fathers (57%) and
mothers (54%) in State prison

reported never having a personal visit
with their children since admission.

= Over 60% of parents in State prison
reported being held over 163 miles
from their last place of residence.
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